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Responses to Comments from RPI / Bio Gro

45-1. The commenter’s support for the draft EIR is noted.  No response is necessary.

45-2. The commenter’s concerns are addressed in the Responses to Comments 45-3 through 45-67.

45-3. See Master Response 2.

45-4. Comment noted; however, this specific rating system used by the SWRCB and individual
RWQCBs is codified in the California Code of Regulations and is not subject to change.  It
provides a uniform ranking system for use in establishing fees for waste discharge
requirements. 

45-5. Comment noted.  After reviewing the qualifications for a certified soil scientist, the proposed
GO has been changed to include that classification for field work.  The text for draft EIR
page ES-9, seventh bullet  is  revised as follows: 

“no application . . . for land reclamation sites if a certified agronomist,
certified soil scientist, registered agricultural engineer, or registered civil
engineer . . .”

45-6. Vegetation is not necessarily the same as unmowed grass.  Vegetation could easily include
shrubs and trees which would not serve the same purpose as a filter strip of unmowed grass.

45-7. See Master Response 9.

45-8. Comment noted.  The text for draft EIR page ES-9, 11th bullet is revised as follows: 

“no application . . . in areas subject to gully erosion . . .”.

45-9. Comment noted.  The text for draft EIR page ES-10, fifth bullet is revised as follows: 

“If the slope . . . an erosion control plan must be prepared by a qualified
erosion control specialist professional.”

45-10. Comment noted.  Currently both tenants and landowners are required to be notified.  Also,
the text for draft EIR page ES-11, first bullet is revised as follows: 

“An initial NOI must . . . for each biosolids source and discharge site.”

45-11. As groundwater is closer to the ground surface, the potential effects of the application of
soil amendments and fertilizers, including biosolids, is more likely to have an adverse
impact on groundwater.  Also, the cost of monitoring well system installation is reduced
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with groundwater closer to the ground surface.  We understand that metals and pathogens,
when applied at an agronomic rate, are unlikely to travel through the soil column for
significant distances in most of California’s soils.  However, the potential for nitrogen salts
to travel if biosolids are applied at above an agronomic rate is much more likely.
Groundwater monitoring, however, will be used  to evaluate compliance.  Also see
Response to Comment 21-33.

45-12. The commenter recommends eliminating the mitigation measure that would extend the
initial grazing waiting period from the Part 503 regulations-mandated 30 days, to 60-90
days.  The commenter indicates that the potential for pathogens to survive diminishes over
time with exposure to harsh soil environment and ultraviolet radiation from sunlight.  The
commenter also mentions the fact that the EPA 30-day grazing waiting period was based
on extensive research and risk assessment analysis.

The fact that the potential for pathogens to survive diminishes over time in a harsh soil
environment is precisely why SWRCB staff have recommended in Mitigation Measure 4-2
that the grazing wait period be extended.  There remains some scientific uncertainty over
the presence of pathogens and SOCs in soils to which biosolids have been added.  The
NRC, in its 1996 report on “Use of Reclaimed Water and Sludge in Crop Production,”
thought that additional research needs to be completed on the 30-day wait period.  The
mitigation measure is prudent and appropriately conservative in the absence of conclusive
information on this issue.  Also see Master Response 7.

45-13. On page 3 of Table ES-1, the first impact has been corrected as follows:

“Potential soil degradation at recreation-area apploication application sites”

45-14. See Master Response 8.

45-15. See Master Response 5.

45-16. See Master Response 5.

45-17. See Master Response 5.

45-18. Comment noted.  The text for page 2-11, second paragraph of the draft EIR, is revised as
follows: 

“An important . . . must initially prepare and submit . . .”.

45-19. The “threat to water quality” and “complexity” categories relate to the fee structures and
should be included in the proposed GO and draft EIR.  Also see Response to Comment 45-
4.
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45-20. See Master Response 4.

45-21. The intent of this sentence was to characterize the typical pH range associated with fine-
textured soils.  It was not intended to suggest that soil texture alone was the primary factor
controlling pH, as it is indeed controlled to a lesser degree by the factors listed by the
commenter.  However, the second-to-last sentence in the third paragraph on draft EIR page
3-1 is hereby modified to clarify that not all fine-textured soils are near-neutral to alkaline:

The pH (discussed below) of fine-textured soils typically ranges from near
neutral to strongly alkaline. 

45-22. The intent of this sentence was to characterize the typical pH range associated with coarse-
textured soils.  It was not intended to suggest that soil texture alone was the primary factor
controlling pH, as it is indeed controlled to a lesser degree by the factors listed by the
commenter.  However, the first full sentence on draft EIR page 3-2 has been modified  to
clarify that not all coarse-textured soils are near-neutral to acidic:

The pH (discussed below) of coarse-textured soils typically ranges from near
neutral to strongly acidic.

45-23. The original sentence, through the use of “e.g,” provided two examples (i.e., calcium and
ammonium) of the 16 cations needed for plant growth.  The second sentence in the second
full paragraph on page 3-2 has been revised to provide a full listing of the cations required
for plant growth, per the commenter’s suggestion:

Certain cations (i.e., carbon, hydrogen, oxygen, phosphorous, potassium,
nitrogen, sulfur, calcium, iron, manganese, boron, copper, zinc, chlorine and
molybdenum) are essential for plant growth in small. . . .

45-24. Comment noted.  The role that organic matter plays in the physical, biological and
chemical properties of soils is described in the remainder of the text under the “Organic
Matter” header.

45-25. Comment noted.  The EIR is hereby revised to include the following text as the second
paragraph on page 3-9:

At Clemson University (McLeod and Hegg 1984), a study of pasture runoff
from areas treated with various inorganic fertilizer sources was conducted.
Based on the results of the study, the authors concluded that runoff from plots
with biosolids fertilizer had the least overall potential for pollution when
compared to plots receiving dairy manures, poultry manures, or chemical
fertilizers. 
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45-26. The commenter suggests including, in the last paragraph on page 3-10, a discussion of
nutrient uptake by plants via adsorption.

Comment noted.  The commenter rightly notes that some uptake of nutrients (and metals
and organic substances) by plants occurs through adsorption of elements and compounds
associated with fine dust deposited on leaves and aboveground portions of plants.  This is
the basis for horticultural management of plants by foliar sprays and dusting.  Additionally,
 adsorption is a minor pathway, and the land application of biosolids is not likely to change
this.

45-27. In response to the commenter’s suggestion, the following text replaces the second bulleted
item on page 3-11 of the draft EIR:

Biosolids contain both trace elements and heavy metals, but generally in small
quantities; most trace elements and heavy metals can be taken up by plants.
Those metals which cannot be taken up by plants are usually bound by soil
particles and will not be plant-available.  High concentrations of certain heavy
metals may be toxic to plants.

45-28. The suggested change is semantic in nature and would not  substantively change the intent
or significance conclusion finding for the impact.

45-29. See Responses to Comments 1-4 and 23-31.

45-30. The ARCPACS has been reviewed and it has been determined that the soil scientist
certification program does require sufficient knowledge to perform some duties required
by the draft EIR.  However, since the draft EIR does not provide a discussion of the Board
of Professional Engineers or Geologists and Geophysicists, a discussion of the ARCPACS
will not be included.

45-31. The proposed GO requires control of runoff offsite in some specific cases.  The
recommended changes have not been made.

45-32. Comment noted.  The text for page 3-29, third paragraph, third sentence of the draft EIR
is revised as follows: 

“The GO defines . . . or recommended by a Certified Agronomist or Certified
Soil Scientist.”

45-33. Comment noted.  Throughout the draft EIR, revise as follows: replace “RWQCB engineer”
with “RWQCB staff.”

45-34. The subject paragraph also references “other professionals.”  No change is needed.
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45-35. Comment noted.  The text for page 3-33, second paragraph, second sentence of the draft
EIR is now revised as follows: 

“As described . . . to washout, requiring BMPs for runoff control or preventing
. . .”

45-36. See Master Response 4.

45-37. Comment noted.  The text for draft EIR page 3-35, last paragraph, fourth sentence of the
is revised as follows: 

“As described . . . to washout, requiring BMPs for runoff control or preventing
. . .”

45-38. The change requested by the commenter was not made because the statement in the EIR
is  factual.  The statement does not imply that biosolids are considered hazardous materials.

45-39. The change requested by the commenter was not made because the EIR focuses on the
effects of land application of biosolids.  It does not compare these impacts to the effects
or requirements for other soil amendments (fertilizer).

45-40. SWRCB staff agrees with the commenter.  The first sentence of the first paragraph on page
4-2 has been changed as follows:

“........the physical, biological, and chemical conditions of the soil determine the
inherent......”

45-41. SWRCB staff agrees with the commenter.  The second through fourth sentences in the first
paragraph on page 4-4 of the draft EIR have been hereby revised:

The major Eelements that would be added to the soil from biosolids
applications include nitrogen, phosphorous, potassium, calcium, sodium, and
chloride.  All of these elements except phosphorus are water soluble and,
although they typically bond to soil particles, can be leached from upper soil
layers.  Phosphorus commonly is retained in the upper soil layers.  The nitrate
form of nitrogen is water soluble and may be leached to deeper soil layers and
groundwater if applied in excess of agronomic rates. 

 
45-42. The commenter suggests revising the text of the first bulleted item on page 4-8 to reflect

the view that considerable research has been conducted in harsher climates with higher
rainfall and lower soil pHs, increasing the potential for more nitrogen and trace metals to
move through the soil profile to groundwater.  These conditions are rare in California,
particularly those likely to receive biosolids applications.
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Comment noted.  However, the commenter may wish to consider that soil texture, organic
matter content and cation exchange capacity also affect the ability of a soil to bind metals
and transmit water.  As noted in Table D-7 (Appendix D of the draft EIR), several metals
may be mobile in neutral or even alkaline soil pHs.  The commenter may also wish to
consider that irrigation of lands on which biosolids may be applied is much more common
in California than the climatically harsher, eastern U.S. croplands.  Irrigation, or perhaps
more correctly inefficient or over-irrigation of these lands, can also transfer nutrients and
metals applied to soils via biosolids to groundwater.  For these reasons, the original draft
EIR text is unmodified, with the comments made part of the final EIR record.

45-43. These comments also pertain to the recommended 60- to 90-day grazing waiting period
identified as a mitigation measure.  They indicated that the proposed GO should rely
entirely on the risk study completed by the EPA that established the recommended 30-day
waiting period.  The commenter further noted that RWQCBs typically require wastewater
treatment plants to test their sludge as part of their NPDES permit and that these tests
typically show the sludge to have either low- or non-detectable levels of SOCs.

Also refer to Master Response 7 and Response to Comment 1-3.

45-44. Mitigation Measure 4-3, “Track and Identify Biosolids Application Sites,” is intended to
mitigate the public perception by produce buyers and consumers that crops have been
contaminated or damaged by biosolids application.  Providing information to the public
about the continued safety of such crops benefits consumers and biosolids application
proponents.  Additionally, implementation of a tracking system for biosolids application
sites will assist in the monitoring of the proposed GO.  No change to the mitigation
measure is required.

45-45. The appropriate changes have been made to Table 5-1, as noted in Response to Comment
9-2. 

45-46. See Master Responses 7 and 8.

45-47. See Master Response 5.

45-48. See Master Response 5.

45-49. The last sentence of Mitigation Measure 11-1 on page 11-6 of the draft EIR is revised as
follows:

“If the use of haul routes near residential land uses cannot be avoided, the
project applicant or transporter will limit project-related truck traffic to daylight
hours (8 a.m. to 6 p.m.).”
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Existing noise regulations limit operations to daylight hours to reduce noise impacts on
residential areas.  These limitations do not apply to other routes.  Identifying the range 8
a.m.-6 p.m., however, is unnecessarily restrictive.  Deleting the identified time frame in the
mitigation measure does not change the measure’s effectiveness.

45-50. Comment noted.  The text for draft EIR page 13-3, first bullet is revised as follows: 

“requirements for the . . . crop advisor, certified soil scientist . . .”

45-51. Table 15-1 has been revised based on changes to mitigation measures identified in this
final EIR.  Refer to Appendix C for a revised version of the Mitigation Monitoring
Program, Table 15-1.

45-52. See Response to Comment 49-8.

45-53. See Response to Comment 23-30.

45-54. See Response to Comment 45-19.

45-55. See Response to Comment 49-17.

45-56. Comment noted.  Prohibition No. 12 of the proposed GO has been revised to read: 

“Application of biosolids . . . by a Certified Agronomist, Certified Soil
Scientist, Registered Agricultural Engineer . . .”

45-57. See Master Response 4.

45-58. See Master Response 4.

45-59. Comment noted.  Discharge Specification No. 6 of the proposed GO has been revised as
follows: 

“If biosolids . . . shall be prepared by a Certified Soil Scientist, Certified
Agronomist, Registered Agricultural Engineer . . . soil erosion.”

45-60. See Responses to Comment 23-38 and Master Response 3.

45-61. The proposed GO’s requirement for covering stored material has been modified; it now
requires covering if material is stored for more than 24 hours at the application site.  See
Master Response 9.

45-62. Notification of adjacent landowners helps prevent nuisances and nuisance complaints.
Notification can also assist in limiting access.
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45-63. The Pre-Application Report has been changed to omit any staging identification.

45-64. Comment noted.  This portion has been revised and states the following: 

Description of treatment and how vector attraction reduction was achieved
achievement:”

Soil testing for PCBs and SOCs was never intended.  It is now clarified as not included in
the reporting.

45-65. Public access controls, runoff controls, site zoning and distance to water bodies have been
omitted from that portion of the document and included in the NOI.

45-66. The load restrictions for truck routes have been omitted .

45-67. The response to an emergency reporting will vary with the magnitude of the
noncompliance.  As required in Provision No. 17, written notification should be submitted
within five days.
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